been laid off even from the  "B"  shift on August   30,   1982.     Therefore,   we
conclude that substantial  evidence  supports  the  judge's   finding  that
Wiggins would have been laid off,   from either   the "B11 or  "C"   shift,   as
of August 30,  1982.

Wiggins also challenges  the judge's  finding  that as  a  result  of   the
layoffs no job exists  to which Wiggins can be  returned and  that he,
therefore,  has no future recall rights,     The  fact that an appropriate
position may not have.existed at the  time of   the hearing does  not defeat
Wiggins'  right to reinstatement to ,an appropriate position should business
conditions  improve and result in recalls of Eastern's  lald-off  personnel.
The remedial goal of  section 105(c)   is  to restore the victim of  illegal
discrimination as nearly as possible to  the situation he would  have
occupied,  but for the discrimination.     See,  e.g. ,  Secretary on behalf
of Bailey v,  Arkansas-Carbona Co. ,  5 FMSHRC 2042,  2049   (December  1983).
For this same reason we  further hold that Wiggins'  recall rights extend
to reinstatement to  the same,  or a substantially equivalent  position  on
the "B" or "C" shift,  whichever position first becomes available,   Tj

The final issue is Wiggins'  contention that  the  judge erred  in not
allowing the recovery of  funds  that Wiggins  claims  he  is  due   stemming
from his sale of  stock in Eastern received by  him upon his   termination.
Wiggins argues  that he was forced  to sell the  stock  to raise needed
funds after being discharged and  that  the value  of   the  sold   shares
appreciated after the  sale.     He  see-ks   the  difference  between his
proceeds and the present value of  the shares.     We hold  that  the judge
correctly determined that  this request  is  too  remote  and  speculative   to
be granted.     Nolan y.   Luck Quarries,   Inc.,   2 FMSHRC  954,   960   (April
1980) (ALJ)  is distinguishable.     In Nolan the  discriminates,   a  stone
hauler, was forced to sell his truck,   for the  amount he  owed  on it,
because of the discrimination.    As a result,   the judge in  that  case
found that it was clear  that an ascertainable  amount  of  equity,   repre-
sented by prior payments on the note,  was  lost.     Stocks  are of  a
different character.    Present  stock value is not a  function  of  cost or
payments on a note,  but of various market forces.    Those  forces can
result in appreciation or depreciation  in value.    Here,  Wiggins  received
a fair market value for his  interests at the  time of  sale.     No  "loss"
has been established and no  further relief in  this respect  is  due.

IT      Eastern objects  to Wiggins'  request  that  reinstatement  rights also
apply to the "B" shift positions.     Although Eastern's position  is not
without some support due to  the failure  of Wiggins  to clearly press   this
issue at the hearing,  in light of our  finding  of  illegal discrimination,
section 105(c)'s remedial purpose and  the fact  that  the  issue was raised
in Wiggins'  complaint and addressed by  Eastern below,  we  conclude that
Wiggins' reinstatement rights  should be  broadly  framed.

.1773or whether Fraley's otherwise bona fide
